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REVIEW OF PPLIED UR N RESEARCH

COLLEGE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS AND COMMUNITY SERVICE
January 1975

UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA AT OMAHA

Vol. 3, No.1

THE HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974:
THE SMALL COMMUNITY

Introduction
The October issue of the Review summarized the major
community development provisions of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, which was signed into law
by President Ford August 22, 1974. This article supplements
that earlier Review Article by providing information on the funds
expected to be available under the Act for community development in cities and towns under 50,000 population and nonurban counties which may not have participated in community
development programs previously. It also describes application
procedures and requirements, and the Department of Housing
and Urban Development's proposed criteria for evaluating applications from such jurisdictions.

Anticipated Funds
At this writing Congress has passed and sent to the
President for signature an appropriation of $2.45 billion for
community development in Fiscal Year 1975. Of this amount the
Act specifies that 20 percent, or approximate ly $500 million,
shall be earmarked for cities and towns under 50,000 population
and non-urban counties outside metropolitan areas (Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas). In addition, approximately $50
million is earmarked for cities and towns under 50,000 population and non-urban cou nti es within metropolitan areas.
The accompanying Table gives the projected fund allocations (referred to in th-e Act as "discretionary balances" )

through Fiscal Year 1980 for Nebraska c1t1es and towns of
under 50,000 population and non-urban counties. The Table
also includes the discretionary balances for the Iowa portions of
the Omaha and Sioux City metropolitan areas in order to give
a complete picture for these bi-state metropolitan areas. These
allocations were made by the Sub-Committee on Housing of
the House Committee on Banking and Currency according to
the allocation formula set forth in the Act itself. This formula
gives population and overcrowded housing equal weight and the
extent of poverty double weight in determining th e allocation
of the funds. The amounts given in the Table for Fiscal Year
1975 are based on the assumption that the FY 1975 appropriation would be $2.5 billion. Since the actual appropriation
as passed by Congress was $2.45 billion, the amounts in the Table
for FY 1975 are over-stated by about two percent.
The Act gives specific formula entitlement to cities over
50,000 population such as Lincoln and Omaha, Nebraska; and
Council Bluffs and Sioux City, Iowa. Unlike cities over 50,000
population and urban counties, cities and towns under 50,000
population and non-urban counties have no individual entitlement except with respect to the "hold harmless" provisions of
the Act as explained below. Small er communities, therefore,
must compete against each other for the available Community
Development funds. Smaller communities in each state outside
metropolitan areas compete for the non-metropolitan discretionary funds shown in the Table, whi le those in each state portion
of the metropolitan areas compete for the metropolitan disc retionary funds.

TABLE 1
FORMULA ENTITLEMENTS
COMMUN ITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

FY 1975

FY 1976

FY 1977

FY 1978

FY 1979

FY 1980

Total
6 Yrs.

(OOO's of Dollars)

METROPOLITAN AREAS
Lincoln, Nebraska SMSA
32

116

63

148

203

238

BOO

Discretionary Balance, Nebr.

157

560

305

717

979

1,150

3,868

Discretionary Balance, Iowa

48
-205

170
-730

93
-398

-

218

-

298

935

1,277

350
-1,500

1,177
-5,045

46

164

90

211

289

339

1,139

32

-113

-62

-145

-199

-233

784
--

78

277

152

356

488

572

1,923

City of Grand I sland , Nebr.

914

914

914

609

305

0

3,656

City of North Platte, Nebr.

763

763

763

509

254

0

3,052

Discretionary Balance
Omaha, Nebraska SMSA

Total for SMSA
Sioux City, Iowa SMSA
Discretionary Balance, Iowa
Discretionary Balance, Nebr.
Total for SMSA

-

NON-METROPOLITAN AREAS

Discretionary Balance, Nebr.
T otal for Non-Metropolitan Areas

--

--

3,831

4,025

--

--

--

--

6,898

28,657

4,354

5,508

5,702

6,276

6,630

6,898

35,365

2,677

5,158

6,071

--

Source: Directory of Recipients, Hou sing and Community Development Act of 1974. Sub-Committee on Housing of the Committee
on Banking and Currency, U.S. House of Representatives. September, 1974.

The Act also contains a "hold harmless" provision to insure
that through Fiscal Year 1978 no city or other community,
regardless of size, which has previously participated in the old
community development programs will receive less funds than
the average of what they received during the five fiscal years
prior to FY 1973. Council Bluffs and Sioux City, Iowa; and
Grand Island and North Platte, Nebraska have "hold harmless"
entitlements due to their previous participation in community
development programs. Note, however, that because cities under
50,000 population have no specific formula entitlement under the
law the "hold harmless" entitlements-for Grand Island and North
Platte, Nebraska decrease rapidly after FY 1978 and drop to zero
in FY 1980.
For the metropolitan area discretionary balances, eligible
applicants are cities and towns of 50,000 population, non-urban
counties an d the State government for community development
projects within the metropolitan area. For the non-metropolitan
area discretionary balances, eligible applicants are cities and
towns of under 50,000 population, non-urban counties, and the
State government for community development projects outside
metropolitan areas. Although the metropolitan area discretionary balances are not large during the first three fiscal years of the
program, during the last three years when the "hold harmless"

provisions of the Act are phased out these balances (from FY
1978 on) begin to mount up to sizeable amounts. The discretionary balances for Nebraska's non-metropolitan areas, on the other
hand, start at a rather high level of approximately $2.7 million
in FY 1975 and more than double to almost $6.9 million by
FY 1980.
Another important feature of the new Act is that these
Federal community development funds do not require any sort
of match by local funds, and in fact can be used as the nonFederal match required by other Federal community development grant programs. These discretionary balances, then, represent significant opportunities for small er cities, towns and
counties in Nebraska's metropol itan and non-metropolitan areas
to meet their pressing community development needs.

Application Procedures and Requirements
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
has not yet issued its final rul es and regulations governing
applications for metropolitan and non -metropolitan discretionary funds. However, its Notice of Proposed Rulemaking dated
November 27, 1974 indicates the Department inte nds to establish a two-step, preapplication-full application, procedure to be
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needs, and specifies both short- and long-term community
development objectives which have been developed in
accordance with area-wide development planning and nation al growth policies.
For cities and towns of under 50,000 population and
non-urban counties, this summary does not need to be
long and complicated. It should, however be comprehensive in identifying community development needs and
in describing the applicant jurisdiction's short- and longterm objectives and program for meeting those needs. In
effect it is an elaboration of the needs and objectives
statement in the preapplication. If a community has had a
comprehensive plan prepared recently with assistance from
the H UD "701", Comprehensive Planning Assistance
Program, this should be an adequate base from which to
prepare the summary, provided the needs, objectives and
community development recommendations identified therein still accurately reflect the current situation
and
conditions in th e community.
In addition, applicant jurisdictions should consult with
their areawide planning agencies (A-95 Clearinghouse
Agency) to insure that their community development
objectives and programs are consistent with areawide
development policies. And last, applicant jurisdict ions
should ta ke care that their community development objt~ct
ives and program are consistent with and supportive of
national growth objectives as expressed in the preamble of
the Act: "The development of viable urban communities by
providing decent housing and a suitable living environment and expanding economic opportunities principally for
persons of low and moderate income".
(2) A program which (a) includes the activities to be
undertaken to meet the applicant jurisdiction's community
development needs and objectives, together with the estimated costs and general location of such activities; (b)
indicates resources other than funds requested under the
Commu nity Development Program which are expected to
be made available to carry out those activities; and (c) takes
into account relevant environmental factors. The program
must also be accompanied by maps showing the general
locations of activities for which Community Development
funding is requested and indicating by census tract the
concentrations of minority groups and lower income
persons.
Again, this program need be simply an elaboration
of the program portion of the preapplication, properly
prepared. Although normally it would cover one Fiscal
Year it can be for a longer period, and should be long
enough to complete the activities for which Community
Development funding is requested. In its preparation,
applicant jurisdictions should take care to demonstrate
that the program is designed (a) to eliminate or prevent
slums, blight and deterioration where such conditions
or needs exist; and (b) to provide improved community
facilities and public improvements, including the provision
of supporting health, social and similar services where
necessary and appropriate.
(3) A housing assistance plan which (a) accurately
surveys the condition of the community's housing stock,
(b) assesses the needs of lower-income persons (includin!l
elderly and handi ca pped persons, large families and persons,

followed by cities and towns of under 50,000 population and
non-urban counties in making application for these metropolitan and non-metropolitan discretionary balances.
Preapplications. Cities and towns of under 50,000 population and non-urban counties wishing to apply for either the
metropolitan or non-metropolitan discretionary funds should
request the appropriate HUD Community Development preapplication forms from the HUD Omaha Area Office, and
submit the completed forms back to the HUD Area Office by
March 1, 1975. Either before or concurrently with submission
of the preapplication to the HUD Area Office, the preapplication
should be submitted to the Regional and State A-95 Clearinghouses for review and comment.
The preappl ication needs to be nothing more than a brief
description of the applicant's community development needs
and development objectives, the activities proposed to meet those
needs, and the general location and estimated cost of the proposed activities for which Community Development funds are
being requested.
The purpose of the preappl ication is, first, to give HUD an
indication of how well the application compares with similar
applications from other jurisdictions and, second, to discourage
applications which have little or no chance for Community Deve lopment funding before applicants incur significant expenditures in
their preparation. In their preapplications, therefore, applicant
jurisdictions should take care to make a clear and convincing case
with respect to the nature and extent of their community development needs and their dete rmination to carry out a comprehensive program to meet those needs. It is also suggested that applicant jurisdictions be as comprehensive as possible in preparing
their preapplications and list all of their significant community
development needs and proposed projects an d ac livi ties for
meeting those needs irrespective of whether or not they intend
to request Community Development funds for them. At the same
time, however, applicants should clearly identify within that list
those projects and activities for which they are requesting Community Development funds. This will give HUD reviewers a clear
picture of the applicant's total community development needs
and how the projects and activities for which Community Development funding is requested fits into the total program for meeting those needs.
As soon as possible after rece1vmg a preapplication the
HUD Area Office will review it and advise the applicant jurisdiction with regard to whether or not Community Development
funds are likely to be available for it during the current Fiscal
Year. Notwithstanding the nature of such advice, any eligible
jurisdiction may proceed to submit a full application.
Full Applications. Upon completing the preapplication step
applicant jurisdictions wishing to continue with step two of the
community development application process should request the
appropriate full application forms from the HUD Omaha Area
Office. The Department's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking states
that full applications for metropolitan and non-metropolitan
funds may not be submitted before March 15, 1975 nor later
than May 15, 1975. However, these dates may change when the
official Regulations are issued.
The Act requires that full applications contain three princ ipal things:
(1) A summary of a three-year community development
plan which identifies community development needs, demonstrates a comprehensive strategy for meeting those

3

displaced or to be displaced) residing in or expected to
reside in the community; (c) specifies a realistic annual
goal for the number of dwelling units or persons to be
assisted; and (d) indicates the general locations of proposed
housing for lower-income persons.
Here again, if a community has had a comprehensive
plan prepared recently with assistance from the H U D
"701" Comprehensive Planning Assistance Program, the
housing element of that plan should be an adequate base
from which to prepare the housing assistance plan. In any
case the applicant jurisdiction should take care to clearly
demonstrate that the housing assistance plan is designed
(i) to further the restoration and rehabilitation of the
community's substandard housing and blighted areas and
the maintenance of stable neighborhoods; (ii) to promote
a greater choice of housing for lower-income persons and
to avoid undue concentrations of assisted housing in low
income areas; and (iii) to assure the availability of adequate
public facilities and services to lower-income persons.
(4) A community development budget showing anticipated expenditures for each year of the program, including
any relocation payments and assistance to persons expected
to be displaced by program activities. This budget is to be
submitted on forms prescribed by HUD.
The Act gives the Secretary of HUD specific authority to
waive all or part of the application requirements under paragraphs (1) and (2), above, under certain conditions for communities under 25,000 population. However, before requesting a
waiver of any of these requirements, applicant jurisdictions
should remember that they are competing for these funds with
their fellow jurisdictions in the metropolitan or non-metropolitan parts of the state, and that such requests for waivers are
very likely to damage their competitive position unless clearly
justifieCI.
In additi on to the items enumerated above which must
be included in the community development application, applicant
jurisdictions must submit the following certifications in a form
prescribed by HUD providing assurances that:
(1) The Community Development Program wi ll be
conducted in accordance with al l relevant Civil Rights
statutes, Executive Orders and HUD regulations.
(2) Prior to submiss ion of its application the applicant
has (i) provided citizens with adequate information concerning the amount of Community Development funds
ava ilable, the range of activities that may be undertaken, and other important program requirements; (ii) held
at least two public hearings to obtain the views of citizens
on community development and housing needs; and (iii)
provided citizens an adequate opportunity to participate
in the development of the application.
(3) The applicant jurisdiction will comply with all
Federal relocation requirements.
(4) The appli cant jurisdiction has met, or will meet, the
applicable provisions of the Environmental Policy Act of
1969.
(5) The applicant jurisdiction will comply with Federal
regulations with respect to the management and accounting
of Federal grant funds.
(6) The applicant jurisdiction has met the regional and
state c learinghouse review and comment requirements of
OMB Circu lar A-95.
(7) The applicant's Community Development Program

has been developed so as to give maximum feasible priority
to activities which will benefit low- or moderate-income
families or aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or
blight.
(8) The applicant jurisdiction wi ll administer and
enforce Federal labor standards requirements.

HUD Review and Basis for Application Approval
HUD's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking indicates that in
selecting applications for funding the Department intends to give
priority to those applications showing the highest aggregate
combination of the following conditions, and to act1v1t1es
which directly or indirectly relate to these conditions:
(i) The extent of overcrowded housing in the community;
(ii) The extent of poverty in the community; and
(iii) Urgent community development needs.
In addition, priority may be given to communities where
there is an extraordinarily high rate of growth or a severe and
rapid decline in population and economic activity induced by
national policy decisions or direct Federal program decisions,
provided the community development program is designed to
offset or mitigate the adverse effects of such growth or decline.
The applicant jurisdiction's capacity to meet satisfactorily the
various requirements of the community development program,
including performance of the required assurances and certificat·
ions, are also proposed to be part of the standards for selecting
applications for funding.
These criteria conform very closely to the stated intent
and purposes of the Act itself and are not likely to be modified
substantially in the final Regulations when those are issued.
Therefore, they provide a reliable guide to smaller communities with respect to what to emphasize and what to clearly
document in preparing their applications for Community Development funds.
With regard to cities of more than 50,000 population and
urban counties (the "entitlement" jurisdictions) the Act requires
HUD to approve or disapprove their community development
applications within 75 days after they are submitted to HUD;
otherwise they stand approved. This provision does not apply,
however, to applications from cities and towns of under 50,000
and to non-urban counties, but the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking states that the Department wi ll make every effort to
complete its review of all such appli cations within 75 days of
their submission.

The Nebraska and Iowa State Offices of Planning and
Programming are also key sources of information and assistance
which small communities may find very helpful. Their addresses
are:

State Department of Economic Development
P.O. Box 94666
231 South 14th Street
Lincoln, Nebraska
68509
A.C. 402 477-8984

Nebraska State Office of Planning and Programming
State Capitol
Box 94601
Lincoln, Nebraska
68509
A.C. 402 471-2414

Last, but not least, the Center for Applied Urban Research,
UNO, may be able to provide further info rmation and assistance.
The author of this Article, William B. Rogers, is a Senior HUD
official on loan to the Center from the Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Community Development, HUD, under the Federal
Intergovernmenta l Mobility Program. The Center will be pleased
to make his time, and the time of other staff members, available to sma ll communities wish ing to explore the possibilities
of applying for community development discretionary funds to
the extent existing commitments permit.

Iowa State Office of Planning and Programming
523 East 12th Street
Des Moines, Iowa
503 19
A.C. 515 281-3585
Another source of information and assistance for smal l
communities in Nebraska is the State Department of Economic
Development, whose address is:

William B. Rogers

HUD SETS NEBRASKA MEETINGS ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974

The Omaha Area Office of the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development has scheduled a series of five meetings
for local elected officials in the State of Nebraska to acquaint
them with the Department's new and revised Housing Assistance
programs and the new Community Development Block Grant
program. The range of eligible community development activities
will be explained, as well as the application procedures for the
Community Development and Housing Assistance programs. The
meetings will be held in cooperation with the Nebraska Association of County Officials, Nebraska League of Municipalities,
Nebraska Department of Economic Development, and the
Nebraska State Office of Planning and Programming.
The meetings are being held at five different locations
over the State. Local officials interested in learning more
about these programs are urged to attend the meeting most
convenient to their commun ity.

SCHEDULE
Date
January 27

Time
7:30p.m.

Place
Al liance, Nebraska
Municipal Bui lding, 4th & Laramie Ave.
Local contact: Mr. Bob Placek

January 28

8:00p.m.

McCook Nebraska
City Hall, 5th & C Street
Loca l contact : Mr. Ed. Carlstram

January 29

7:30p.m.

Kearney, Nebraska
Ramada Inn, State Room C
Local contact: Mr. Ray Lundy

February 4

7:30p.m.

Norfolk , Nebraska
City Auditorium;127 N. 1st Street
Local cont act: Mr. Harm

February 5

7:30p.m.

Syracuse, Nebraska
Vets Club 5th & Main Street
Local contact: Mr. Lowel l Rochester

THE USE OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUNDS:
A SURVEY OF PUBLIC OPINION

Sources of Information and Assistance
This Article, of course, is not a complete guide for small
communities wishing to apply for Commun ity Development
Discretionary funds, and is not intended as such. Cities and
towns of under 50,000 population and non-urban counties in
Nebraska and Iowa wishing to apply for these funds shou ld first
of all seek advice and assistance from the HUD Omaha Area
Office, whose address is:
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Univac Building
7100 West Center Road
Omaha, Nebraska
68106
A.C. 402
221-9301
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Introduction
The October issue of the Review provided both a summary
of the eligible community development program activities and
the requirements for citizen participation under the new Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974. The list of eligi ble
community development activities set forth in Section 105 of
Title 1 of the Act is an "inclusive" list. This means that any
activity proposed by a community for assistance must fall within the boundaries of the statutory list. Basically, all activities
previously eligible under the separate categorical programs will
continue to be eligible under the new consoli dated program. This
mea ns the classic redevelopment tools of acquisition and dispos·
ition of real property, acquisiti o n, or construction of certain
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public faci lities and improvements, clearance, housing rehabi litation and code enforcement are permissible.
Also, as part of the appli cation process, the Act requires
that each commun ity certify that it has taken steps to assure
citizen involvement in community development. Under this
requirement, the locality must have made available to citizens
substantial information on the block grant program, including
the amount of funds avai lable for both community development
and housing and the range of activities that may be taken under
the block grant. During the loca li ty's process of establi shing its
needs, public hearings must be held to obtain citizen views. It
must also provide c itizens with an adequate opportunity to
participate in the deve lopment of the actual application.
It was with this background that the staff at the Center

for Applied Urban Research carried out 533 telephone interviews
with residents of the City of Omaha during the period December
12, 1974 through January 5th, 1975 to determine public opin ion
towards the use of Community Development funds for a selected
list of eligible commun ity development activities.1 Those interviewed were given a list of nine eligible activities. Each person
interviewed was asked to indicate whether Community Development funds received by Omaha should or should not be used
for each of the selected activities.

purchase of underdeveloped or deteriorated property in downtown Omaha for redeve lopment, (2) the construction of a
downtown park mall, and (3) the acquisition , construction or
reconstruction of historic properties. Of these, construction of
a downtown park mall was disapproved by a decisive two to one
vote.
Attitudes varied by age, location, and sex of respondent
(see Table 2). With respect to age, respondents under 35 had
higher approval rates for eight of the nine eligible community
development program activities (the only exception being the
use of funds to acquire or construct historic properties). The
greatest difference between age groups was for the use of
funds to acquire or construct parks and playgrounds (80 percent
approval rate for those under 35 years of age compared to 67
percent for those over 55).
The three activities receiving less than a majority approval
(downtown park mall, downtown Omaha redevelopment, and
historic properties) were consistently rated low in each of the
six geographic areas of the City of Omaha.2 Responses from
Northwest, Southwest, and Northeast Omaha were particularly
unfavorable towards the use of funds to construct a downtown
park mall.
To determine if people were more li kely to approve of
expenditures in downtown Omaha if they worked downtown,
each person interviewed was asked the question "Do you or anyone in your family work downtown?" Cross-tabulations were
compiled for the two program activities referring to downtown
redevelopment. A sl ight majority of the respondents who work
downtown favored using funds to purchase underdeveloped
or deteriorated property in downtown Omaha for redevelopment
(see Table 2). Fewer than half of these respondents, however,
favored the use of funds for the downtown park mall.

Findings
Of the nine selected act1v1t1es listed in Table 1, the first
six pertaining directly or indirectly to housing received the
approval of the majority of the residents. The use of Community
Development funds for special projects to remove restrictive
material and architectural barriers for the elderly and handicapped headed the list, with 95 percent of the respondents
indicating approval of the activity. The use of funds for code
enforcement in deteriorated or deteriorating areas of the City
ranked second with an approval rating of 83 percent. Five of
the six had approval ratings of 74 percent or better. The sixth
activity, the acquisition, construction or reconstruction of water
and sewerage facilities, received an approval rating of 58 percent.
The activities not receiving a majority vote were ( 1) the

TABLE 1
DO YOU BELIEVE HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUNDS RECEIVED BY OMAHA SHOULD BE USED TO
FINANCE, THE BELOW ELIGIBLE PROGRAM ACTI VITIES. 1

DON'T
PROGRAM ACTIVITY

YES
(Percent

NO

Conclusions

KNOW

of Respondents)

Special projects to remove restrictive
material and architectural barriers for
elderly and handicapped.

95

5

0

Enforcement of housing standards in
deteriorated areas of the City.

83

15

2

Acquire underdeveloped, blighted or
deteriorated property in Northeast
and Southeast Omaha for residential redevelopment.

78

19

3

There currently exists a clearly unfavorable opinion towards
the use of Community Development funds for downtown redevelopment. This unfavorable general attitude suggests that the
setting of downtown redeve lopment as a high priority in the
use of Community Development funds will not be passed oft
lightly by skeptics in the community who question local moti vation and capacity in attempting to solve the housing and
community development problems of Omaha. If downtown
redevelopment efforts are to be successful a skeptical general
public must be convinced of the benefits.
On the other hand, the survey indicates a strongly favorable public opinion towards the use of Community Development
funds for residential redevelopment. This favorable opinion as
shown by the survey is sufficiently strong to indicate that a
vigorous housing and community development program with
focus on residential redevelopment will have the enthusiastic
support of the Omaha community at large.

Acquire, construct or reconstruct
parks and playgrounds.

75

24

Rehabilitate deteriorated housing east
of 42nd Street.

74

21

5

Acquire, construct, or reconstruct
utilities, water and sewer facilities.

58

39

3

45

51

4

Acquire, construct or reconstruct historic properties.

43

53

4

1 A espondents were selected from th e Omaha Telephone
Directory, using E. S. Pearson's Table of Random Sampling

For development of a downtown
park mall.

33

65

2

Numbers. The true va lues ar e within± 1.5 perce nt of calculated
values at the 90 percent confidence level.
2 omaha was div id ed into six geographic ar eas with 42nd

Acquire underdeveloped or deteriorated property in downtown Omaha
for redevel opment.

Ralph Todd

1T otal number of respondents was 533.
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and 72nd Street se rving as east-west boundaries and Dodge
Street serving as the north-south bound ary.

TABLE 2
PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS APPROVING PR OGRAM ACTIVITY, TOTAL AND BY AGE ,SEX,SUBAREA AND BY TH OSE WHO WORK
DOWNT OWN 1

Program Activity

T otal
Under
35

Aae
3555

Over
55

Male

Sex
Female

Area

NE

s~

NC

sc

NVV

:;,vv

Work
1Uowntown2

(Percent of Respondents)
Special projects to remove restrictive
material and architectural barriers for
elderly and handicapped.

95

97

93

95

91

96

93

96

96

100

92

93

Enforcement of housing standards in
deteriorated areas of the City.

83

85

82

80

77

85

79

87

80

82

86

83

-

Acquire underdeveloped, blighted or
deteriorated property in Northeast
and Southeast Omaha for residential redevelopment.

78

80

76

79

81

77

75

86

83

71

68

82

-

Acquire, construct or reconstruct
parks and playgrounds.

75

80

75

67

72

75

70

78

71

82

69

77

-

Rehabi Iitate deteriorated housing east
of 42nd Street.

74

76

76

71

74

74

71

78

76

79

71

70

-

Acquire, construct, or reconstruct
utilities, water and sewer facilities.

58

66

47

59

64

55

55

59

57

62

66

54

-

45

50

40

43

42

45

43

49

46

47

41

41

54

43

43

38

50

44

43

37

40

45

49

52

40

33

3/

29

34

32

34

32

36

36

43

31

26

Acquire underdeveloped or deteriorated property in downtown Omaha
for redevelopment.
Acquire, construct or
historic properties.

reconstruct

For development of a d owntown
park mall.

40

1
The sample of 533 was broken down as follows: 156 males, 377 females, 207 respondents under 35 years of age, 180 from 35-55 and 146
over 55 years of age. The number of respondents by subarea were 97, 90, 64, 68, 65, and 109 respectively in Northeast, Southeast, Northcentral,
Southcentral, Northwest and Southwest Omaha.
2 A total of 146 respondents indicated that they or someone in their family worked downtown.

CENTER FOR APPLIED URBAN RESEARCH TO HOST 22ND ANNUAL CONFERENCE
OF THE MID-CONTINENT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

September 21-23, 1975
grams, on a voluntary basis, among research and development organizations in the region.
The 22nd Annual Conference will focus on Coordination
and Integration of Multi-Functional Regional Planning and Development.

The City of Omaha wi ll be the meeting place for the 1975
Annual Conference of the Mid-Continent Research and Development Council. The membership of the Council is composed of
persons in eleven states: Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Oklahoma, North Dakota, South
Dakota and Wyoming. The purpose of the Council is to provide
a medium for encouraging the orderly, rational, and complete
development of the human and material resources of the MidContinent Region and in so doing to serve as a deliberative
rather than an action or policy-making body. Its principal
activity is sponsorship of an annual conference devoted to:
(1) discussion of the various conditions and forces bearing
upon the economic and social advancement of the region;
(2) interchange of ideas and information on methods,
techniques, and practices of interest to persons and organizations concerned with the conduct and administration
of research and development activities ; an d
(3) encouragement of cooperative and coordinated pro-

Tentatively, the first day will be devoted to the Missouri
Riverfront Development Program, A Case Study in Federal,
State, Local and Private Enterprise Cooperation in Regional
Planning and Development. The remainder of the Conference wi ll be devoted to discussions on problems and prospects of Regionalism.
The membership in the Council is open to any person or
organization inside or outside the region desiring to be associated with the Counci l's purpose and activities.
Anyone wishing to participate in the Conference shou ld
request a copy of the preliminary agenda and rel ated material
from the Center for Applied Urban Research.
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NEW RESEARCH AND REFERENCE MATERIALS
CRIME IN NEBRASKA, 1973, Uniform Crime Reports.
Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

NEBRASKA STATISTICAL HANDBOOK, 1974-75.
Nebraska Department of Economic Development.

ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS OF CURRENT NEEDS AND
FUTURE REQUIREMENTS FOR RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN THE RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
AREA: 1974 AND 1990.
Center for Applied Urban Research.

POPULATION BY AREA- SARPY COUNTY SPECIAL CENSUS
AS OF JULY 15, 1974.
U.S. Bureau of the Census.

LOW INCOME NEIGHBORHOODS IN LARGE CITIES: 1970
OMAHA, NE.
U.S. Bureau of the Census.
NEBRASKA ECONOMIC PROJECTIONS: 1975-2000
Bureau of Business Research, UNL.

TOWARD EFFECTIVE CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN URBAN
RENEWAL. Final report of the National Urban League.
Urban Renewal Demonstration Project.
UPDATE OMAHA, NEBRASKA-IOWA SMSA. Population
and Housing Counts for Census Tracts, 1960, 1970 and 1974
estimate.
National Planning Data Corporation.
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